We present three jargonaphasic patients who made phonological errors in naming, repetition and reading. We analyse target/response overlap using statistical models to answer three questions: 1) Is there a single phonological source for errors or two sources, one for target-related errors and a separate source for abstruse errors? 2) Can correct responses be predicted by the same distribution used to predict errors or do they show a completion boost (CB)? 3) Is non-lexical and lexical information summed during reading and repetition? The answers were clear. 1) Abstruse errors did not require a separate distribution created by failure to access word forms. Abstruse and target-related errors were the endpoints of a single overlap distribution. 2) Correct responses required a special factor, e.g., a CB or lexical/phonological feedback, to preserve their integrity. 3) Reading and repetition required separate lexical and non-lexical contributions that were combined at output.
Introduction
We present a study of target/response overlap in the spoken output of three jargonaphasic patients using data from reading, naming and repetition. We use statistical models to address three related questions. The first question concerns the striking phenomenon that gives jargonaphasia its name. Jargonaphasic patients sometimes make errors that are clearly related to the target word (target-related errors: e.g., strawberry > strewberry), but they also make errors that seemingly bear little relationship to the target (neologistic errors: e.g., suitcase > teligom). We ask if these errors have two sourcesdone for related errors, based on successful access to word forms, accompanied by occasional minor segmental errors, and a second, for abstruse errors, based on a failure to gain access word forms. In its clearest form, two sources would produce a bimodal distribution of overlap. The
